Sex differences: part 1: boys kill 


Sean O’Carroll. Boys, Guns, Etc? (2009) 


“Gender is the single best predictor of criminal behavior: men commit more crime, and women commit less. This 
distinction holds throughout history, for all societies, for all groups, and for nearly every crime category. The 
universality of this fact is really quite remarkable, even though many tend to take it for granted.” 


~ Darrell Steffensmeier and Emilie Allan, “Gender and Crime.” 
Encyclopedia of Crime and Justice. Encyclopedia.com. 18 Apr. 2018 . 


“Not all men are criminals, but nearly all criminals are men. By a ratio of 94 to 6, men outnumber women in 
prison, a fact that raises the questions of whether and why crime is a masculine statement.” 
~ June Stephenson, Men are Not Cost-effective, 1995 


“Men do crime like fish swim... This is just the sort of ‘duh’ knowledge ripe for philosophical investigation. If you 
wonder what’s under yonder rock, be a scientist and look, or ask a scientist. But if the very essence of rockness or 
the intrinsic criminality of the masculine principle has you up at night, 

maybe you should risk studying a little philosophy.” 

~ Bianco Luno 


They do. Not all of them. Not all of the time. But boys, men, or masculine identity in who- or 
whatever it inheres break rules with a relish not commonly found in girls, women, or the 
feminine. Males are always poised for it. Killing others without (or risking the absence of) 
justification is at one end of the spectrum of rule-breaking. At the other end, you have creative 
chance-taking (so-called when successful) or inconsideration or incivility (as we call it, among 
worse things, when it is not), chronic liberty-taking, a preference for forgiveness over 
permission, etc. But it is all about violating something or other: a person’s right to live, their 


bodily integrity, their right to property, to expression, to dignity—or to anything else, for that 
matter, anything that threatens masculine privilege or gets in the way of male domination. 
The victims (intended or not) of masculine rule-breaking needn’t even be human. It might be 
fauna and flora, the environment, nature itself. It might be a felt entitlement to rob the 
universe of its secrets. Even in their quest for knowledge, they have a clear agenda: to know in 
order to exploit. In order to do what? Exactly? 


This topic is not about boys per se or about killing per se. Boys and killing are just the most 
potent symbols of masculine ambivalence toward the structure, order, and, perhaps, the very 
persistence of life.* And, in the end, we cannot spare their perennial aiders and abettors, girls 
and whatever the opposite of killing is.” 


The topic is not about boys and killing per se but those are good places to start because they are 
so in-your-face. Philosophy does not start with obscure facts or claims. If the object is that 
hard to see, it is a proper object for science, not philosophy (as Luno suggests in the epigraph). 


Female Mass shooters Are Very Rare 


Number of mass shootings in the U.S. from 1982 to February 2018, by shooter's gender 
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Though it may end up far from where it starts, philosophy must always start with the 
obvious—with the 800 pound gorilla’ in any room where human-created evil is being 
discussed, with who the principal agents of wrongdoing are. These are mostly men and boys. 
Only to a far lesser extent—and noticeably so, girls and women. 


The topic is big enough to require two parts. 


As evidenced by gender differences i in suicide rates. 


2 Maternal acquiescence to or impulse to foisting life on someone? 
> Other primates are involved, too. Vervets and rhesus monkeys, for example, see notes. 


In this part, we draw attention to the character and magnitude of the problem (as if we had 
been born yesterday). We’ll also look into the evidence and arguments surrounding the 
possible causes. There aren’t that many to choose from: biological and socio-political. It’s 
unlikely we even have to choose. Why not both? 


In part two, later this year, we will address the implications of this masculine/feminine 
behavioral disparity for normative theories of human interaction (aka, ethics) and what these 
theories may suggest be done about the apparent imbalance between the costs and the 
benefits to society of having males in it. 


The Prison Gender Gap 


Gender of inmates in U.S. federal prisons compared to the general population 


Gender of federal inmates” Gender of all U.S. citizens” 
@ 93.2% Male @ 49.2% Male 
@ 6.8% Female @ 50.8% Female 
Number of federal inmates Number of U.S. citizens (in m) 
Total number of inmates 
Female $ 12,700 Male 151.8m Number of 
Q 185,500 citizens 
308.7m 
Male 172,500 Female 156.9m 
O00 YA ber 23, 2017; no state prisons or local ja luded 
** 2010 € 3 
@StatistaCharts Source: BOP, U.S. Census Bureat statista % 


The percentage of males versus women in the incarcerated population in the U.S. has hovered 
between 90% and 95% for as long as records have been kept. This is the case everywhere else 
on the planet as well. There is no reason not to believe this has been true going back long 
before there were statistics. The fact is enshrined in ancient myth and scripture, and before 
that, in oral traditions, to say nothing of evolutionary biology and the role that sexual 
differentiation has played in the proverbial “struggle for survival.” It is “duh” knowledge, as 
Luno puts it, that men take chances and do most of the bad things ever done. It’s hard to 
overstate the case. 


And, of course, males—as males, not merely as generic members of the species—must be good 
for something. Even if we admit they have done and continue to do a lot of bad stuff, surely 
they have been, and are, constructive contributors to whatever we call “human progress.” I 


mean, as Helena Cronin says in one of the talks in the podcasts listed in the Resources below, 
surely there must have been some adaptive compensation for all the mayhem—or we wouldn’t 
have had the ancestors we do. This must be true—or? 


Maybe. Maybe not... Whatever may have been true in the past, when what we valued may have 
been different from what it is now, may have ceased to be true now or will in a foreseeable future. 
We'll see... 


It’s men all the way up 


Street and violent crime is best distinguished from abstract crime by the physical contact 
which the perpetrator must have with his—it usually is his—victims’ persons or property. 
Abstract crime (aka “white-collar crime”) is freed from this 
limitation. In more than one sense, street/violent crime is 
“graphic” and seizes attention from the media far in excess of its 
material significance. We are relatively and reasonably 
well-informed about it. Not so with the abstract sort. So I will 
focus on it. You might not think being male would be as much a 
factor in contexts where you don’t need muscle to get your way, 
but it is. 


Bernie Madoff made off’ with 20 billion 


Abstract crime 


You might not think it to judge by the amount of news coverage it gets, but mass schoolyard 
killings and once-admired-now-uncloseted-sexual-predators 
merely comprise the tip of the tip of the iceberg of masculine 
malfeasance. 


Larry Nasser, M. D., the “Bernie Madoff of sexual predators,” 
last count, 265 young girls and women with the aid 
and abetment of institutional structures 


We are not talking merely violent or street crime. It’s the same 
with the “white-collar” sort. No. Worse! Because only a fairly small 


percentage of us will ever be victims of violent crime, whereas 
nearly all of us are victims of the machinations of college-educated (still mostly white) males from 


* As Onora O’Neill put it once in a lecture. 


two-parent families. The cost to society of the wrongs done by these men is estimated at 
between 10 and 18 times that of street and violent crime. Getting a good education ensures that 
crime will indeed pay. The take is great and the risks are low and manageable. Not so with street 
crime. As with any other career, in crime it pays to use your head. 


I am going to quote from an extensive gloss Bianco Luno did on June Stephenson’s 1991 book, 
Men are Not Cost-Effective. Luno’s research on this topic spans decades. The commentary dates 
from almost two decades ago (with revisions about one decade ago). You need add only a few 
zeros to the monetary figures quoted to make it fit current costs. You decide, in light of 
current events, whether the situation has improved... 


From Stephenson: crime is a masculine statement: 


..we move on to another form male criminality takes and one that is far more costly to us all: 
white-collar crime. The fact is few of us will be personally affected by a killer in the course of our 
lives, but none of us escape being victims by criminals of the educated sort. Like the quality of 
the air we breathe, the water we drink, the food we eat, or the dreams we have, the effects of 
crime by this group, those in whom we as a society have made the deepest investment, are 
pervasive and so deeply woven into the fabric of civilization that I don’t think most really want 
to know the extent. The proportion of our collective resources that are consumed in dealing 
with the consequences stunt our lives in such pernicious ways that we become numb. Statistics 
are known to lie but in their lies they tell the most important truth: how grateful we should be 
for our blinkered capacity for comprehending them. The cost to society of white collar crime 
(narrowly interpreted by type of crime rather than socioeconomic status of perpetrator) is 
currently estimated (2009) at from $300 billion to $600 billion annually. That number is many 
times larger annually than all forms of street crime put together by a factor of ten (Social 
Problems, 3rd Ed. D. Stanley Eitzen and Maxine Baca-Zinn. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1986). [More 
recent estimates have the cost of abstract crime at 18 times larger than street crime. See 
notes.] The cost of street crime to society, including violent crime,’ pales in comparison even 
with the numbers we know for white collar crime, and there are compelling circumstantial 
reasons to suspect the white collar crime numbers are systematically underestimated. 


There are many things we say we can’t afford as a society to pay for that we could if we did not 
have this burden. Things whose costs approach a trillion dollars. We might afford, for example, 
a more just welfare state without crimping our current standard of living or increasing our tax 


5 Editor’s note: The material costs of rape and murder can and are quantified by economists in terms of lost 
productivity and diminished well being: they were about $50,000 and six to seven million, respectively on average 
as calculated in 1999. Adjusted for inflation, those numbers in 2018 are $76,000 and 10 million per incident, 
respectively. 


burden, and throw in another idiotic war or two. We could afford, as it were, to have our cake 
and eat much of it, too... 


Children, boys especially, should be taught that success in school is imperative for 
opportunities in crime that are immensely lucrative and, unlike the street crime of the vulgar, 
quite safe. White-collar crime pays handsomely. There are risks, of course, as in anything 
worth doing, but they are manageable. The young male should remember: incompetence in 
criminality is measured by being found out, by being caught. The best, the most successful 
criminals, the universally admired, never get caught. These men have state funerals and buildings 
named after them. Moreover, even those who do get caught will still do better than most of us. 
Success is seen in a good light whether in crime or magnanimity. It is measured in money—and 
how money is acquired is always a quibble of the faint-hearted. We do not admire the 
faint-hearted. Women, constitutionally faint-hearted, have shown themselves at a distinct 
disadvantage in this sort of crime, more so even than in the lowbrow variety. 


Take the example of Michael Milken, a stock market racketeer who through the 1980s 
manipulated the investment firm Drexel Burnham Lambert in a persistent pattern of law 
breaking to the tune of $550 million (give or take a few hundred million, depending on who 
you read: the fact of this indeterminacy is itself a signal characteristic of this class of crime). 
He received a ten year prison term. Of which he served less than two. 


For comparison, [June] Stephenson cites the case of a twenty-three-year-old man in 
Indianapolis who in April 1991 got seven years “for stealing a hamburger and French fries from 
a female customer at a McDonald’s restaurant.” One has to ask how many people would eagerly 
march into prison for a nominal ten years if they could earn $550 million for their trouble. 
Actually, as of 2010 Michael Milken is a multibillionaire, showing that, in a land of opportunity, 
a felony record, just like poverty, can be overcome. And if anyone doubted his talent and basic 
goodness, having been exiled from the securities business, he is now being lauded as a great 
philanthropist. A bright educated man has resources for converting crime into public success. 
He can write books about himself, or, better, have them written for him. It is all about seeing 
opportunity and having or getting the wherewithal to seize it. Milken does suffer from 
prostate cancer and is prominent in charities connected with finding a cure. (Wikipedia 
doesn’t even have an article on our hamburger thief. I don’t know his fate. But with such a diet 
he cannot be thriving either.) 


In the early 2000s, there were reports that in part because of the outrage at so many high 
profile criminals passing through plush “Club Fed” prisons, the penal system would crack 
down on the unseemliness by making sure millionaires and common street criminals would 
share the same facilities. Justice was going to be put back into the justice system. We were told. 
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Of course, multimillionaire prisoners (yes, even after millions in fines, they are still 
millionaires) are likely to have connections in high places, people who can agitate for better 
prison conditions. Since the purpose of a prison is to punish, and punishment is supposed to 
hurt, and deteriorating conditions make for discomfort, and discomfort hurts and 
deteriorating prisons are cheaper than “quality” prisons, and money matters (even to those of 
us who are not “criminals”)—things have gotten pretty bad in prisons. (Not that they were 
ever good or even meant to be.) Overcrowding and all the unpleasantness that goes with that 
is endemic. It may be that non-white-collar prisoners will benefit from having “so many” 
deep-pocketed fellow evil-doers in their midst. A rising tide lifts all boats... 


But public sentiment for justice, blind to money and privilege, wavers. There are distractions. 
There are terrorists or would-be terrorists to consider. There are arguments that it is a waste 
to society to have so much talent and drive lying fallow. After all, these people are not that 
different from those of us who do our part to keep up appearances of civility in society. The 
energy of these “criminals” sometimes gets the better of them and in pursuing material 
dreams, just like the rest of us, they slip over to the dark side in a big way, unlike most of us 
(the “in a big way” part, I mean). And, too, we realize that if we haven’t slipped over ourselves 
it’s not all our own doing. Had we been a little smarter, a bit luckier, a bit less timid, even a 
little less lazy (for there is no doubt that criminals on this scale work very hard for their gains: 
the Protestant work ethic and criminality are not incompatible) we might have ended up in 
the same straits. So will the fit of penal equity last? 


If there is so little equity in prisons, it is because there is so little outside them. If outside we 
want to let the chips fall where they will, inside they will as well. Outside, money matters. 
Inside, guess... 


There is a distant ray of hope. It is this: remember our Big Mac thief? How outrageous it seems 
to many of us that he should get seven years? It’s a relative thing. Someday we will feel the 
same way about Michael Milken—an essentially good man of some refinement who suffered, 
albeit at a “summer camp” of sorts, for twenty-two months. How will this happen? 


Milken only stole a few hundred million dollars. The day will come when men of his caliber will 
cost others a few hundred billion... Wait, the day is here! The day is here when a few hundred 
million feels like a hamburger and fries used to. Bernie Madoff upped the ante. Do the math if 
proportionality in punishment is your thing: even if Bernie had been a young man, he could 
not live long enough to spend a thousand times as long incarcerated as Milken. If several 
lifetimes are too short for Bernie, twenty-months was overly harsh (cruel if not quite unusual) 
in the case of Milken. 


What’s going to happen, I believe, unless we institute capital punishment for white-collar criminals or we 
abandon all pretense to proportionality in punishment, is that justice will require hamburger thieves to 
serve a few minutes of community service. Maybe they can be 
made to bus a table or two. 


Former Microsoft boss Bill Gates, now a paragon of philanthropy, was 
photographed by the Albuquerque, New Mexico police in 1977 after “a 
traffic violation” details of which have been mysteriously lost over time. 
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There might be a way to avoid this predicament. I 


started out by saying this form of crime, vastly more 

than street crime and even violent crime, is costly and getting more so. Is that true? It is if we 
measure things in money. Must we? Suppose we didn’t care so much about money. Let them 
steal what is of limited value to us. Why should we care so much? If we care so much, it is 
because we, like they, place untoward value upon it. Let’s make a concerted effort to lower our 
standard of material living. What’s wrong with that idea? (Besides the fact we won’t do it.) You 
see, if we did that, what they do would make no sense, if, in fact, it could be done at all. 
Nobody, even nobodies collectively, would have that kind of money to steal. And more 
importantly their motivation would be sapped because it is only our own motivation writ large. 


Keep in mind I address abstract wealth,‘ not that which I can physically keep watch over. It is 
the fact of abstract wealth that makes white-collar crime possible. Those belongings of mine 
that I physically interact with everyday are subject to ordinary street crime. Street crime 
regulates this kind of wealth. As Hobbes noted in The Leviathan, each of us, in physical isolation, 
is not so imposing that we can discount personal risk in taking from others what is not ours. 
Abstract wealth is the condition of abstract crime: white-collar crime. Abstract crime is a 
function of the sophistication of material economies that no longer limit theft to what may be 
physically wrested from our hands. 


But we are material creatures living in a material world, I think I hear you mutter. You may be 
right. As cynical as I sometimes feel, I am not quite as convinced as you. 


* Editor’s note: Luno adds in marginalia: “There is a sense in which part of the abstract wealth of a woman may 
include the man or men she in some sense ‘possesses’: the sense in which he becomes a material hedge against 
external contingency. Feminism is right to counter this tendency toward dependence in women and on men, but 
there are other biological forces that make it to some extent inevitable. And this makes the case for the usefulness 
of men sharper. But the material usefulness of men is a separate question from their moral status.” 


The power behind the idea that “greed is good” is that we all are greedy. And what we all are 
cannot be a bad thing. Again, I am not so cynical as 
to accept this without qualms, but many of you, 
I gather, do. 


America’s first self-made female billionaire Martha Stewart 
dabbled in a timid way (a stereotype) in white-collar crime, 
netting a mere $45,673. The oddity of a woman doing this kind of 
thing is refreshing and makes the few women who do it 
disproportionately media darlings. Men doing it is ho hum. 


It is not enough for me to hear people say “crime you shall have with you always” without 
seeking to understand why. Crime is the most egregious form human-created evil takes. But I 
cannot stop with such thoughts. There are other forms of human-created evil but crime—the 
willful violation of rules designed to protect people from harm that we are prepared to 
enforce—is not built into human nature. It is built into specifically masculine nature. As such, it 
is virtually alien to the other half of the species. This looming fact is critical and pointing to it 
is what is most admirable about Stephenson’s book. There may be such a thing as proprietary 
feminine crime but its dynamic is thoroughly different, a veritable afterthought. It is also a very 
different subject from the one we are addressing here, one to be explored elsewhere. My point 
here is the difference. 


[End quote] 


Takeaway 


Firm numbers on the cost of crime in general and the abstract (white-collar) share of it is, 
frankly, all over the place. But there is a range of sorts: in the U.S. alone, it’s anywhere from 1 
to 2 trillion per year—the white-collar share between 10 and 18 times more than street/violent 
crime.’ (I’m sure these numbers leave out the costs of war—a very male pastime, deserving 
separate attention.) When women as women break rules, it is usually due to need, oppression, 
or pathology. Men do it for these reasons, too, but they have one extra reason that women 
don’t have and which distorts attempts at seeing them in any sense interchangeable with 
women: they are invested in infringing wherever possible for its own sake. They invented legal 


7 See “Resources” below for more on the provenance of these numbers. Exactly why these numbers have been 
deemed so unimportant as to merit so little careful scrutiny is itself a cause for suspicion. 


and moral systems for their own sake. The rule-breakers are also the rule-makers—not 
surprisingly. (More on this in Part 2.) 


Why are males so prone to wrongdoing? 


It’s a little surprising that so many people still draw such a sharp distinction between nature 
and nurture, between the apparent hard determinism of natural processes, on the one hand, 
and the assumed social malleability of human character, on the other. It’s important to 
separate the mechanisms we perceive as “causes” of phenomena from their associated 
assumptions. 


Natural processes such as biological development or evolutionary forces are sometimes taken 
to explain in the sense of requiring certain outcomes given certain prior conditions. These 
processes and forces determine aspects of animal and human behavior by selecting for 
dispositions that adapt well to environments. Human-initiated actions, in contrast, can be 
taken to be the result of deliberative decisions. Such decisions are taken in response to 
understanding of reality and the application of values. We may choose to be open to knowledge 
and we may choose to adopt values, and then choose to act in accordance. When we do, we are 
taken to be free and responsible for outcomes and open to praise or blame. When we do so 
collectively, we socially construct a reality different from the raw unprocessed, value-inert one 
that brute nature supplies. Even a choice to ignore certain facts is a choice and a source for 
responsibility-attribution. 


A view still current among most educated “woke” folk is that the character and behavior of 
females and males has been shaped by historical forces that might have been different had 
different values guided the shaping of the social and political institutions that prevail. More to 
the point, men and boys are socialized to be rule-breakers and potential victimizers, and that 
this might yet change if we re-orient our socialization practices. The assumption is we can do 
social engineering, whereas we cannot as easily alter nature. Ergo, we stand a better chance of 
mitigating male intransigence and its consequences by altering the social environment. 


However, this raises two questions: 


1. How immutable is nature really? 
2. How resistant to deep modification are social practices? 


We know animal and human nature changes in evolutionary time, but we are impatient. There 
is great effort to speed up the process. We already interfere with much of the assumed 
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determinism of natural processes, and the speed of development in molding—not merely the 
human environment but—humans themselves to our liking is accelerating. 


At the same time, attempts at altering human character traits related to sex differences have 
not met with as much success as early social theorists and (especially, interchangeability-minded 
or sex-blind) feminists had hoped. Moreover, deep sex differences, in particular, are showing up 
in contexts that preclude social construction as a principle explanation. So unless 
constructionists modify their views to match the new information, they run the risk of grossly 
overstating their case in a way that may hurt their cause, which is presumably curtailing 
injustice and promoting fairness in sexed or gendered human communities. 


For sometime now, both in the scientific community and among most philosophers the old 
nature/nurture polarity has ceased to function as a clear distinction because the assumptions 
behind the two questions above have been debunked: we most certainly can alter and amend 
human behavior and biology with greater and greater precision and efficacy, and 
long-standing, large scale sex-based preferences and values are proving quite durable and 
resistant to social tampering. (See “Resources” below, especially the talks by Helena Cronin.) 


Alternatively, it may be safer to say that certain aspects of both nature and nurture are 
amenable to alteration while aspects of both resist it. Before we even consider what might be 
done, we should get our facts as straight as possible. 


The debate about nature v. nurture is still raging, so let’s discuss it. We need to settle some 
things about it before moving on. 


Summary 


In this part, I have touched on two things: the magnitude of the problem and the commonly 
suspected causes. There is a relation between these. If you don’t get a proper handle on the 
magnitude, you may be led to misjudge the cause. 


Ethical considerations trump all others in my view. They demand justice and fairness—no 
matter how hard it is to achieve, no matter what nature or human vanity arrays against it. 
Experience and science, at best, are staging. They describe background conditions. We need to 
get those down with some precision, certainly. But moral theory claims authority to prescribe 
the conditions for possible solutions. What the prescription may be and the tools to grasp it we 
leave for Part 2. 
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Resources 


The magnitude of the problem 


Darrell Steffensmeier and Emilie Allan, “Gender and Crime.” Encyclopedia of Crime and Justice. 


Encyclopedia.com. 18 Apr. 2018 <http://www.encyclopedia.com>. 


“Sex difference in crime,” Wikipedia, 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sex_ differences in crime 


Prison disparity 
https://www.statista.com/chart/11573/gender-of-inmates-in-us-federal-prisons-and-general- 


population/ 


Mass shooter gender 
https://www.statista.com/chart/13414/female-mass-shooters-are-very-rare 


Costs of street and abstract crime 


Gerald Cliff and April Wall-Parker, “Statistical Analysis of White-Collar Crime,” Oxford Research 
Encyclopedia of Criminology, Apr 2017. Offers a discussion of the concept of white-collar crime. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13pK9U4290VOpafES5hnioll602qKxNFvd/view?usp=sharin 


Department estimate of 2015 U.S. gross domestic product ($17.9 trillion), U.S. organizations 
lost about $895 billion to fraud last year. 


billion, $1.57 trillion, and $3.41 trillion. While such a range indicates that researchers use 


various methods and information to estimate crime costs, the results all underscore the 
magnitude of crime’s effect on society.” 
https://blog.gao.gov/2017/11/29/how-much-does-crime-cost 
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“Previous studies have suggested that the costs of crime in developed countries might be 10% 
of the GDP or more (Entorf and Spengler, 2002: 91), which is consistent with estimates that the 
costs of crime in the United States might be around $1 to $2 trillion per year (Anderson, 1999; 
Ludwig, 2006).” Jens Ludwig, “The costs of crime,” 2010 American Society of Criminology, 
Criminology & Public Policy, Volume 9, Issue 2, p. 310. 


“White-Collar Crime Costs Between $300 To $600 Billion A Year” 
http://www.aitcfis.com/2015/07/09/white-collar-crime-costs-between-300-to-600-billion-a- 


ear/ 


Causes 


“Science, Sex and Stereotypes” (podcast) | Helena Cronin 
“Darwinian philosopher Helena Cronin breaks a 21st century taboo: Did men and women 


evolve differently?” 


“The Vital Statistics” (podcast) | Helena Cronin 
“Ts statistical and scientific ignorance undermining the fight against sexism? Darwinian 


philosopher Helena Cronin nian sues sex eae should be secs eae not ignored.” 


“How Men And Women Think” | Gina Rippon, Simon Baron-Cohen, Helena Cronin 

10 Nov 2016 Philosophy for our times (podcast). “Many neuroscientists believe disorders of the 
mind will be solved when we understand the differences between the male and female brain. 
Yet it is frequently argued that men and women are not born but made. Are mental differences 
between the sexes real? Or is this just sexism dressed up as science? The Panel Cambridge 
psychologist Simon Baron-Cohen, Darwinian philosopher Helena Cronin and eminent 
neuroscientist Gina Rippon investigate.” 


gina-rippon-simon/ 


Janice M. Hassett, Erin R. Siebert, and Kim Wallen, “Sex differences in rhesus monkey toy 
preferences parallel those of children” Hormones and Behavior. 2008 Aug; 54(3): 359-364. See 


discussion section, especially. 


13 


Nathan Hegedus, “In Sweden, women make up 45% of parliament but only 13% of corporate 
leadership” Quartz 
https://qz.com/37036/in-sweden-women-make-up-45-of-parliament-but-only-13-of-corporat 


e-leadership/ 


tt 


Why women are rude to other women at work and how to deal with it: Women who are 
assertive and outspoken are particularly vulnerable to incivility from other women.” “...Over and 


over, they found women were more likely to experience incivility from other women than 
men. Women who strayed from ‘stereotypical gender norms’ — those who were assertive, took 
charge, delegated or spoke up, ‘behaviors we view as being characteristic of good leadership, 
Gabriel pointed out — were more vulnerable to rudeness from female coworkers than women 
who showed sympathy, complimented others or smiled, the study found.” 


https://www.today.com/health/work-incivility-women-report-more-rudeness-other-women- 


t124262 


Helena Cronin thinks that men inhabit the extremes on most scales of abilities that they share 


with women. Consider the Darwin Awards: http://www.darwinawards.com/ 


“The Darwin Awards: sex differences in idiotic behaviour” 
https://www.bmj.com/content/349/bmj.g7094 


June Stephenson, Men are Not Cost-Effective, 1991. The long quote above on Abstract Crime is 
taken from annotations on this book by Bianco Luno. 


Roy F. Baumeister attempted to respond to Stephenson in this lecture “Is There Anything Good 
About Men?” American Psychological Association, Invited Address, 2007. Annotations by Bianco 
Luno. Baumeister expanded the theme of the lecture into a recent book with the same title. 


While female serial and mass killers exist, they are very rare. Even rarer, to the point of being 
almost theoretical, are any clear cases of women who knowingly kill only for money (aka, 
contract killers, “hitwomen”). Women may be used as conduits or instruments by professional 
killers who are men—as in the case of the recent assassination of Kim Jong-nam (older brother 
of North Korean leader Kim Jong-un) or terrorist suicide bombers. Consider how difficult it is 
to imagine a woman having the kind of psychology described in the following article about 


what real professional killers are like: 
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Appendix 


The moral ditch 


Why should we be concerned about the power disparity between women and men. Of course, it 
has to do with justice, but what does that mean? What exactly would a picture of justice look like in 
this context? (I think it is a very different picture from any we might imagine should obtain 
between racial, ethnic or many other possible divisions that invite discussion of injustice.) 


I think the best measure of justice would be for each side in a case of power disparity to be free 
to criticise the other without fear of having their criticism being symptomized as the product 
of powerlessness, on one hand, or empowerment, on the other; that is, of preventing this 
picture: entrenched power defending its entrenchment or the victim co-opting the high moral 
ground because that is the only ground they have access to. The moral high ground should be as 
inaccessible to one side as to the other. 


But the conditions for that kind of critical evaluation do not exist. What might be done to create 
them? This will be addressed in Part 2. 


Skepticism 


Has raised awareness of the similarities and the downplaying of the differences between 
women and men in recent decades, often a result of equality feminist efforts, had effect on 
masculine/feminine criminal disparity? And is the disparity really a cultural rather than a 
universally human fact? See this note. 


—Victor Munoz 


May 2018 


the Philosophy club 


15 


(-) 


16 


